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The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it. in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of canrying out his Invention. 

Claims 7-9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, first paragraph, as containing 
subject matter which was not described in the specification in such a way as to 
reasonably convey to one skilled in the relevant art that the inventor, at the time the 
application was filed, had possession of the claimed invention. The limitation that the 
adsorption apparatus functions "without the use of ion exchange techniques" does not 
appear to be supported by the disclosure originally filed, and hence constitutes new 
matter. Applicant should note that merely disclosing a list of known purification 
techniques, including ion exchange, coupled with the statement that "[tjhese techniques 
are all relatively expensive and generally produce a concentrated waste which requires 
further handling or treatment" (page 1 , lines 18-20) is not deemed to provide sufficient 
support for the above noted newly recited limitation. 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth In section 102 of this title, If the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claim 7 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Hong 

(U.S. Patent No. 5,665,240). Hong discloses apparatus comprising an inlet connected 

to a metals trap (second matrix), and a second trap (first matrix) positioned between the 

inlet and the metals trap, which second trap contains a phosphate material (see col. 3, 
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lines 17 and 33; col. 4, lines 64-67; and col. 5, line 29). Accordingly, this reference 
discloses the claimed invention with the exception of the recited particle size of the 
phosphate material. However, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time the invention was made to employ phosphate particles having the recited 
size in the system of Hong, since this reference clearly suggests utilizing large particles 
in commercial applications (see col. 8, lines 14-18). 

Claim 8 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Hong as 
applied above, and further in view of Jensen et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,706,195). The 
primary reference discloses the claimed invention with the exception of the recited 
plumbing arrangement. Jensen et al. discloses a water purification system, and 
teaches utilizing a plurality of chambers having inlet and outlet valves controlled by a 
controller (see col. 4, lines 41-45). This reference further teaches the use of diagnostic 
devices (col. 4, line 23). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to provide the system of Hong with the plumbing 
arrangement of Jensen et al., in order to obtain the advantages disclosed by this 
secondary reference for the system of the primary reference. 

Claim 9 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Hong as 
applied above, and further in view of Faylor et al. (U.S. Patent No. 3.870,033). The 
primary reference discloses the claimed invention with the exception of the recited 
oxidizer. Faylor et al. discloses purifying water with a series of treatments including 
oxidation (see col. 5, line 61 ). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time the invention was made to provide the system of Hong with the oxidizer 
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unit of Faylor et a!., in order to provide additional purification of the liquid undergoing 
treatment in this primary reference system. 

Claim 21 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Hong 
and Faylor et al. as applied above, and further in view of Christensen et al. (U.S. Patent 
No. 5,932,1 1 1 ). The modified primary reference discloses the claimed invention with 
the exception of the recited oxidizer material (i.e. potassium permanganate). 
Christensen et al. discloses that it is known to oxidize organic contaminants with either 
chlorine or potassium permanganate (see col. 1, lines 52-55). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
substitute the potassium pemrianganate of Christensen et al. for the chlorine disclosed 
by Faylor et al. (col. 5, line 61), since this potassium permanganate is capable of 
oxidizing organic contaminants in substantially the same manner as the chlorine of the 
modified primary reference, to produce substantially the same results. 

Claims 1-6 and 10-12 remain allowed because the references of record do not 
teach or fairly suggest an adsorption apparatus of the type recited wherein the second 
trap contains fish bone char. 

Applicant's arguments filed November 10, 2006 have been noted and carefully 
considered but are not deemed to be persuasive of patentability. Applicant argues that 
the limitation added to claims 7-9 does not constitute new matter because Applicant's 
Background section of the specification discloses disadvantages associated with ion 
exchange techniques. It is pointed out, however, that merely pointing out certain 
disadvantages associated with prior art separation techniques is not deemed to provide 
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sufficient basis for the recitation of an apparatus witliout tlie use of ion exchange 
techniques. One of ordinary skill in the liquid purification art would merely conclude 
from this disclosure that Applicant's invention could be used for the treatment of 
wastewater, not that this invention must be used without any additional known 
techniques. 

Applicant's remaining arguments have also been noted and carefully considered, 
but no longer appear to be relevant in view of the new grounds of rejection. 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new grounds of rejection presented in 
this Offlce action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry conceming this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to I. Cintins whose telephone number is 571-272-1155. 
The examiner can nonmally be reached on Monday through Friday from 8:30 AM to 5:00 
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PM. If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Mr. Duane Smith, can be reached at 571-272-1 166. 

The centralized facsimile number for the USPTO is 571-273-8300. 

Infonnation regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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Primary Examiner 
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